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the scheme of Sankara unless the word is further qualified
by the adjunct kevala.

Sri Ram^nuja construes the text to mean the unity of
Godhead- H^nce the text does not preclude the admission
of the reality of anatma and individual souls. These are
elated to the supreme Bsing wh3 Ins infinite auspicious
rattributes- "I he individual soul which is sthifia cit, the
senses and the object of senses which are sthula acn
and suksma cit, which is known by the Vedas and the
sifksmu acit from which the Divine bodies of God are
formed, are the four attributes of Brahman. The three
entities are different, although they stand in a peculiarly
close relation to one another- what is meant by describing
the doctrine as advaita, 'monism' is not that the complex
of these three elements is a synthesized unity of differences^
but only that Brahman as embodied in or inspiring the
souls and matter is one- The latter viz-, souls and matter
are not identical with it or with one another- we may
interpret the term ^Vfsist^dvaita' as signifying that there is
nothing outside this embodied whole-5

Sri Madhva takes the sense of contrariety of opposite
(Virodha) and for him also, the text refers to the one
which is the opposite of two- Parabreihman is one. bur
since this one is the opposite of two, the word advaiiam
does not deny the existence of an entity that is the
Opposite of Parabrahman. Hence the word 'advaitam\ itself
conveys th^ meaning of dvaitam (two) to him. From this
it is clear that these three preceptors assingn meaning to
the word 'advaita^ best suited to their theories and to fit
in their respectivs schemes of thought, they modify the
word 'advaiatm, with the help of adjuncts like kevala^
Visista ect- So their thories are called kevaladvuitam, 'and
dvaitam. Of these three, the theory of Ramanuja comes near
to the theory of Saiva Siddhanta-   Even then the correct
meaning of advaita is not one or unity as taken by Ramanuja